STATE OF MAI NE Docket No. 97-793
PUBLI C UTILITIES COW SSI ON
July 23, 1998

SEARSPORT WATER DI STRI CT FI NAL ORDER (Part 2)
Proposed Increase in Rates

l. SUMMARY

In this Oder we ratify the revenue requirenent for the
Searsport Water District (District) previously established in
Docket No. 95-375, Searsport Water District, Proposed Increase In
Rates and authorize rate changes to increase the District’s
revenue to that level. W do not approve the District’s proposal
to elimnate its declining block rate structure and adopt a 600
cubic feet per quarter mninmumall owance. W direct the District
to use the proceeds and interest inconme fromthe Stockton Springs
fire protection buy-out in such a manner as to use all principal
and inconme wwthin 12 years as described in this Order. To
recover any remaining revenue deficiency due to | ost public fire
protection revenues, we further direct the District to increase
its rates proportionately for all custonmers, including the Town
of Searsport’s fire protection charges. Any further revenue
deficiency due to decreased water consunption will be recovered
t hrough an across-the-board rate increase for all netered
custoners. W uphold the District’s accounting treatment of its
Conti ngency Fund and direct the District to aggressively reduce
system water | osses and to report on its progress to the
Comm ssion. Finally, in light of the actions taken in this
Order, we decline to order the District to negotiate a specia
rate contract with its |largest custoner, Ceneral Al um & Chem ca
Cor poration (General Al um.

11. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On Cctober 20, 1997, the District filed a proposed increase
in rates pursuant to 35-A MR S. A 8 6104, to take effect January
1, 1998. The District held its required public hearing on
Novenber 18, 1997. Follow ng the hearing, the Comm ssion
received a petition fromnore than 180 custoners asking the
Commi ssion to suspend and investigate the rates. The Comm ssion
suspended the rates on Decenber 18, 1997, for a period of nine
mont hs from Oct ober 20, 1997, to allow further tine to
i nvestigate the increase.

At a subsequent prehearing conference, petitions to
intervene were granted for the Town of Stockton Springs, the Town
of Searsport, J.R Mieller, the Ofice of the Public Advocate
(OPA or Public Advocate) and CGeneral Alum After additional
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prehearing conferences were held, the parties filed witten
comments in lieu of prefiled testinony and an evidentiary hearing
was held on June 4, 1998. Two late-filed exhibits were received
and are hereby admtted w thout objection: (1) General Al um #15;
and (2) Mueller #2. The parties filed briefs and reply briefs
and an Exam ner’s report was issued on July 9, 1998. Parties
filed exceptions on July 14, 1998. The Conmm ssion deli berated
this matter on July 17, 1998, and issued a short order under
Section 1003 of our Rules of Practice and Procedure on July 20,
1998. In conpliance with Section 1003, this full Order follows.

I11. ANALYSIS

A Accounting For and Use of the $345, 000 Stockton Springs

Buy- Qut
1. Positions of the Parties

On Decenber 2, 1996, the residents of the Town of
Stockton Springs voted at a special town neeting to authorize a
one-time paynent of $385,020 to the Searsport Water District to
di scontinue public fire protection service fromthe District. O
this anount, $39,500 was intended to cover the cost of renoving
the hydrants from Stockton Springs. The District treated the
bal ance ($345,520) as a Contribution in Aid of Construction and
invested it in a secured bank certificate, at 6% i nterest,
maturing May 3, 1999. In its brief, the District stated that it
intends to continue to invest those funds until it is able to use
themto redeema bond that is equal to the principal anmunt of
the investnent or it may use the funds for a future capital
i nprovenent project.

The OPA has taken issue with the District’s
proposed use(s) of the buy-out proceeds and urges the Comm ssion
to use the $345,520 buy-out proceeds and interest incone to
reduce the District’s rates in the short term (i1.e. over the next
4 to 8 years). M. Randy M Allen, the OPA's Consul tant,
testified that “[i]f you maintained that plant asset on your
books then the other alternative would be to take those nonies
and add themto your accunul ated depreciation reserve which would
reduce rate base and reduce revenue requirenent.” General Al um
urges the Comm ssion to use the funds to offset fully the | oss of
fire protection revenue fromthe Town of Stockton Springs.
Ceneral Alumfurther states that the “District’s proposed use of
t he proceeds viol ates combn sense, accounting rules, and good
public policy,”! and that “only a strained interpretation of the
appl i cabl e accounting rules could support such a treatnent.”?

Brief of General Alum at 3.

2Bri ef of General Al um at 5.
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Messrs. Arnmstrong and Muell er urge the use of the buy-out
proceeds to offset the lost fire protection revenues over an
8-year period.

2. Accounti ng | ssues

We address first the accounting issues associ ated
wi th the buy-out proceeds. The uniform system of accounts
provi des gui dance and instructions for nobst accounting entries
utilities make. It does not, however, provide specific guidance
for all possible transactions. The Stockton Springs buy-out is
an exanple of a transaction requiring a careful review of the
basis for and the objective of the transaction in order to
determne its proper accounting treatnent.

Therefore, we nust exam ne the intent of the
parties to the buy-out stipulation. M. Hodsdon testified on
behal f of the District that the buy-out proceeds were intended to
conpensate the District for the costs of the facilities
mai ntai ned to provide public fire protection to the Town of
Stockton Springs. (Tr. CG3, 4) After review of the Stipulation
in Docket No. 94-384, Searsport Water District, Town of Stockton
Springs Fire Protection Buy-Out, we agree with M. Hodsdon that
t he $345, 520 buy-out was intended to conpensate the District for
facilities already installed and operated to provide public fire
protection service to the Town of Stockton Springs.® The
District had invested substantial anobunts to construct facilities
necessary to provide public fire protection service to Stockton
Springs. In all, the facilities were constructed in various
years and nost of those facilities were financed by the
District’s outstandi ng bonds, which mature in 2018, 2031, and
2036. Al though the buy-out proceeds were certainly intended
generally to limt the rate inpact of Stockton Springs decision
to cease fire public protection, this continued rate inpact is
due nore to the bonded i ndebtedness related to the construction
of those facilities than to the revenue |ost fromthe Town of
Stockton Springs. W find that the purpose of the parties to the
buy-out stipulation was to conpensate the District for the
facilities “stranded” as a result of the Town's decision to cease
public fire protection.

Contrary to CGeneral Alum s argunent (Brief of
General Alumat 6), the basis for the buy-out was the cost of the
facilities constructed to provide public fire protection service
in the Town of Stockton Springs and the objective was to
conpensate the District for the cost of those facilities. There
is no evidence in the record for Docket No. 94-384 (of which we

s\ are here not concerned with the treatnent of the $39, 500
portion of the buy-out that was specified to cover the cost of
removi ng the hydrants from Stockton Springs.
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take adm nistrative notice) or this proceeding that will support
any ot her concl usion.

It is our opinion that the instruction in the
Uni form System of Accounts for Water Uilities for Account 271
Contribution in Aid of Construction (A)(1), applies to the
buy-out transaction. The buy-out noney was received by a
utility, froma governnental agency, at no cost; it represents an
addition to the capital of the utility, and is utilized to offset
the construction costs of the utility's facilities used to
provide utility services to the public. W do not believe that
the fact that the Contribution in Aid of Construction occurred
after construction and | ong-term financing of the specific
proj ects had been conpleted should alter the accounting for this
transaction. We would require the sane treatnment for an after
construction/financing grant fromthe Rural Devel opnent
Adm ni stration or the Drinking Water State Revol ving Loan Fund.
The primary factor is that the funds have been received to offset
the cost of constructing facilities necessary for the District to
provi de service. Even though the District no | onger provides the
service associated with the facilities in question, the
District’s ratepayers are assuredly still paying for the
construction of those facilities and are obligated to continue
doing so for the terms of the rel ated bonds.

In addition, the District’s accounting treatnent
has the benefit of renoving the “buy-out plant” fromthe
depreci ation base. This would not be acconplished by the
accounting treatnment (add the “buy-out amount” to Accunul at ed
Depreci ation) suggested by M. Allen (Tr. C129). For the
reasons set out above, we approve the District’s treatnent of the
$345,520 as a Contribution in Aid of Construction.

3. Use of Buy-Qut Proceeds

The second issue related to the buy-out is the
District’s application of the buy-out funds. Wth regard to this
issue, it has been and continues to be this Comm ssion’s policy
to match revenues and expenses. As discussed above, the buy-out
funds were based upon the cost of plant that was financed with
bonds that will be maturing over the next 30 or nore years. The
debt service on those bonds will be a part of the District’s
revenue requirenment during that tinme period.

W reject the argunents that the $345,520 shoul d
be returned to the ratepayers by using it to offset conpletely
t he $52, 000 of annual |ost revenues until it is expended. The
| ack of a calculation of |ost revenues or a discussion of any
revenue deficiency in the buy-out stipulation indicates that the
anount of |ost revenues was not a basis for the settlenent.
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Furthernore, the i medi ate use of the buy-out proceeds to reduce
rates over the next 4-8 years could reward the wong custoners.
The Intervenors argue that the funds should be used to benefit
current custoners. That argument neglects the interests of those
custoners who will be paying the debt service on the outstanding
bonds for the next 30 or nore years; these custoners will also be
paying for the facilities associated wth the buy-out

stipulation. W nust bal ance the interests of current custoners
with those of future custoners, whose rates will include at |east
a portion of expenses associated with the stranded facilities.

On this issue, we agree with the position advanced
by General Alumin its Exceptions to the Exam ner’s Report.
General Alum points out that uncertainties regarding future
expenses and custoner base nmake it inpossible to “match” with
certainty any group of custoners with the expenses associ ated
with the stranded plant. For that reason, CGeneral Al um suggests
that the Conm ssion take a mddle path and extend the use of the
buy-out proceeds over a longer period than 4-8 years but |ess
than the entire life of the outstanding bonds. W are of the
opi nion that the $345,520 shoul d be managed in a manner that wl|l
maxi m ze interest incone on the principal while reducing the
princi pal balance to zero over a 12-year period beginning with
the year 1997. The District shall file a plan, simlar to that
proposed by General Alumin its Exceptions to the Exam ner’s
report, that will reduce the principal balance to zero by year
end 2009. The plan nust address the need for future rate
i ncreases necessary to offset the reduced principal wthdrawal s
and mnimze the nunber of rate increase filings.

B. Revenue Requirenment

The revenue requirenent the District has requested in
this proceeding is $536,962.00; this is the same revenue
requi renent stipulated by the parties in the District’s 1995 Rate
Case (Docket No. 95-375). (Tr. C80.) Although the District
identified other allowabl e expenses and/or inconme deductions (Tr.
C-81, 116), it chose to continue to use the previously approved
revenue requirenent and revise its rates to regain revenue | ost
when the Town of Stockton Springs discontinued public fire
protection service and General Al um substantially reduced its
consunpti on.

The Public Advocate, in his brief (OPA Brief at 3 & 4),
has proposed adjustnments totaling $1,751 to the District’s
operating expenses (Chenmicals -- $754 and Wrkers’ Conpensati on
| nsurance -- $997).

Wil e the public advocate has identified sone
relatively mnor, but legitimte adjustnents, it would be
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unreasonable to single out a few accounts for adjustnents w thout
reviewing all accounts for possible offsetting increases as noted
by the District. Therefore, we make no adjustment to the
District’s revenue requirenent but approve the continued use of

t he revenue requirenent established in Docket No. 95-375.

C. Public Fire Protection Charge to the Town of Searsport

The District’s filing proposes to hold the rate for
public fire protection service to the Town of Searsport at the
| evel established in Docket No. 95-375. This proposal is
supported by the District’s Cost of Service Study which has been
updated to reflect the loss of the Town of Stockton Springs as a
public fire protection custoner and a reduction in netered sal es
to General Al um

The Town of Searsport, in its brief, supported the
District’s proposed rate and indicated that the Town woul d be
unfairly burdened if it were to experience a significant increase
inits public fire protection rates. General Al um argues that
the rate increase should be inplenmented on an across-the-board
basis (Brief of General Alum footnote 3 at 7) to all customers.
The Public Advocate, through witness Randy M Allen (OPA #5),
proposed an adjustnent to the District’s Updated Cost of Service
Study that would increase charges to the Town of Searsport.

We have reviewed the District’s Updated Cost of Service
Study along with the 1995 study upon which it is based. W find
that M. Hodsdon attenpted to update the 1995 study to reflect
the inpact of the loss of Stockton Springs as a public fire
protection custoner. He adjusted all allocation factors and
tables in a manner consistent with the 1995 study. W also
conpared M. Hodsdon’s public fire protection allocation with the
result obtained by applying the updated revenue, expenses, debt
service, depreciation, etc., to the 1995 allocation factors
maki ng no adjustnents for the |loss of Stockton Springs as a
custonmer. Fromthe resulting public fire protection allocation
we subtracted the debt service and depreciation related to the
$345, 520 buy-out; 32.32% of the operation and nai nt enance
expense, hydrant and water costs allocated to fire protection;
20% of the demand all ocated to the fire protection; and a
custoner charge. The result of this limted analysis is very
close to that produced by M. Hodsdon’s updated study. Wile we
may not agree with all of M. Hodsdon’s allocation factors, M.
Hodsdon uses an accepted net hodol ogy and the results of the cost
of service study appear to be wthin the accepted range of
r easonabl eness.

W reject M. Allen’ s proposed adjustnent to public
fire protection demand and the correspondi ng adjustnment to the
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public fire protection charge to the Town of Searsport. M.
Al l en proposed to adjust the demand all ocated to public fire
protection based upon the nunber of hydrants to be renoved from
Stockton Springs. M. Allen is basing his adjustnents on demand
units which are nunbers M. Hodsdon cal cul at ed based upon the
percent of demand costs he assigned to public fire protection.

M . Hodsdon did not use the demand units for allocation to public
fire protection; it is nerely a nunber calculated to fill a blank
space.

The Town of Searsport argued that it is unreasonable
for its public fire protection charge to increase sinply because
the Town of Stockton Springs chose to stop taking service; the
demands of the Town of Searsport’s fire protection service have
not changed so neither should its charges. However, any other
custonmer of the District can make that sane argunent. The sinple
fact remains that the Town of Stockton Springs is no |onger a
custonmer and the District nust recover the lost revenue if it is
to nmeet its financial and service obligations. Conplicating this
problemis the fact that the facilities constructed to enable
public fire protection service to be provided to Stockton Springs
do not disproportionately benefit any identifiable group of
remai ni ng custoners; there is no single group that m ght
| ogically be assigned the costs of the stranded facilities.

In these circunstances, notw thstanding the cost of
service study evidence in this record, it is not unreasonable to
expect all remaining custoners to bear their proportionate share
of the District’s present revenue deficiency. At least in the
near term there is no conpelling reason to place a
di sproportionate share of the revenue deficiency upon any
custonmer class. W find that the remaining custonmers should make
up any revenue deficiency in the same proportions by which they
contributed to the District’s overall revenue requirenment before
St ockt on Springs discontinued public fire protection service.*

To that end, we require that the District establish a
public fire protection charge to the Town of Searsport equal to
$109, 020 plus 22.64% of any revenue deficiency renaining after
application of any buy-out proceeds and interest incone in
conpliance with Section II1l1(A) above. The bal ance of the revenue
deficiency (77.36% shall be recovered fromthe other remaining
cust onmers.

D. Met ered Rate Desi gn

‘¢ n order to account for 100% of the District’s revenue
requi renment, Stockton Springs’ former share of revenue nust al so
be divided proportionately between the Town of Searsport and the
nmet ered custoners.
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The District’s filing proposed two significant changes
toits rate design. First, the District reduced the m ni mum
al l omance from 1200 cubic feet to 600 cubic feet per quarter.
Second, the District changed from declining block rates for
nmet ered consunption to a flat unit rate. The District argues at
page 3 of its Brief that “[t]he fairness is obvious in that
custoners only pay for the water they use. By reducing the
m ni mum al | owance, nore than 35% of the custonmers will benefit
fromnot paying for water they do not use. Also, custoners al
pay the sane price for the water they use. No class or size of
custoner pays nore per 100 cubic feet of water.”

Messrs. Muell er and Arnstrong oppose the proposed rate
design as unfair and prejudiced towards a set of users. They
state in their brief (Brief of Mieller & Arnstrong at 8 Il (A)(3))
that the decrease in the mninmum all owance nmakes 170 “fornerly
m ni munf custoners subject to a |larger percentage increase than
nost ot her custoners. They also argue that the change to a flat
netered rate skews the percentage increase at the various
consunption levels. They believe that the District should retain
the 1200 cubic feet per quarter mnimm all owance and the
declining block rates by applying an across-the-board percent age
I ncrease.

The Public Advocate proposes an adjustnent to
i ndustrial demand based upon revenue |lost as a result of a |eak
repair by General Alum General Al um argues that the adjustnent
proposed by the Public Advocate is wong because the rate design
shoul d be based upon General Al um s actual consunption. GCeneral
Al um advocates that a rate increase approved in this case should
be i nplenmented on an across-the-board basis to all custoners.
This reflects General Alumis opinion that the District used a
shortcut as a substitute for a careful rate design analysis to
determ ne the public fire protection allocation.

The primary purpose of this rate proceeding is to
adjust rates so that they will produce the | evel of revenue
agreed upon in the Stipulation in Docket 95-375. The current
rate structure resulted fromthat sane Stipulation and, for that
reason, we are reluctant to change fromthat rate design
especially where the District’s proposed consunption rate would
greatly exceed the District’s variable cost agreed upon in the
Stipulation. W have not been presented with evidence
denonstrating that there is a need for a change in the rate
design at this tinme. We will require the District to retain the
prior rate design by applying the increase required from netered
custoners to the existing block rates on an across-the-board
basis. The Public Fire Protection charge to the Town of
Searsport shall be determ ned as di scussed above.
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E. Conti ngency Fund Accounti ng and Unaccount ed- For \Water

General Alumraised two additional issues. First,
General Alum chal | enges the negative bal ance of the District’s
Conti ngency Reserve Fund in light of the 1992 anendnents to
Chapter 670 and the prohibition against retroactive rate making.
Second, Ceneral Al um pointed out that the | evel of
unaccount ed-for-water appears to have risen significantly in
recent years.

1. Conti ngency Fund Accounting/ Retroactive Rate
Maki ng

First, General Al um questions why the District
should be permtted to carry a negative balance inits
Conti ngency Fund when Chapter 670 of our Rules required that
bal ances be reduced to zero as of January 1, 1991. The 1992
changes to Chapter 670, however, only required that “positive’
(enphasis in original) balances in a utility’ s Contingency Fund
be adjusted in a manner that resulted in a zero balance in the
Fund on January 1, 1991. No adjustnent is required for accounts
having a zero or negative balance on that date. It appears,
after review, that the district has accounted for the Contingency
Fund in a manner consistent with Chapter 670.

Second, Ceneral Alumis retroactive rate making
argunment is also msdirected in this instance; the Contingency
Fund Al |l owance sinply does not result in rates being cal cul ated
retroactively. As required by 35-A MR S. A 8§ 6112, the
al l owance is cal cul ated based upon the pro fornma costs of
operating the water utility. Any net inconme (loss) at the end of
the year (wwthin the limts established by Chapter 670) is nerely
added to the fund. 1In essence, the fund nerely nets out (within
statutorily prescribed limts) the District’s annual operating
deviations fromits authorized revenue requirenent. Rates are
never set to retroactively recover any “lost revenue” represented
by a negative fund bal ance any nore than a rate reduction woul d
retroactively refund any “surplus” represented by a positive
contingency fund bal ance.® The Legislature has determ ned that a
certain amount of contingency flexibility is desirable for water
utilities and has specifically authorized and prescribed the use
of contingency funds in Section 6112. Thus, the prospective
nature of the contingency all owance in the rate making process
refutes the Conpany’s argunent that a negative bal ance in the
Contingency Fund results in retroactive rate naking.

s\ note that the Legislature has explicitly provided for
prospective rate reductions to be made if a water utility’s
revenues result in excessive accunmulations in its unappropriated
retai ned earni ngs account, 35-A MR S. A 8§ 6112(5).
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2. Unaccount ed-f or Wt er

General Alum noted that the unaccounted-for water
in the District’s system has doubled in recent years. The cause
of this increase is not clear fromthe record. The D strict
indicated inits Reply Brief (page 9) that it works very hard to
| ocate and repair |eaks, but with an old system it is very
difficult to find all the leaks. The District reports that it is
pl anni ng i nprovenents to those parts of the water systemin need
of replacenent.

It is our opinion that the District should have an
aggressive | eak detection programto conplenent and provi de data
for its planning effort. Therefore, the District shall file with
the Comm ssion quarterly | eak detection reports until its
unaccounted-for-water is reduced to 15% or |less. Those reports
must include the dates each leak is detected and repaired, the
street address of the |leak, the size of the water main or
service, the type of pipe and the year installed, and an estinate
of the leak flow rate.

F. The Proposed Rate |Increase W1l Force General Alumto
Explore Drilling Private Wlls

M chael Harnon, CGeneral Manager of General Al um
testified (Tr. C 148) that the Conpany has had an anal ysis
performed that indicates the payback for drilling private wells
to supply its process and production water needs woul d probably
be 27 nonths. The Conpany notes that, if approved, the proposed
rate increase will force it to investigate further the
feasibility of supplying its own water. General Al um believes
that the optimal solution is for the utility and the industri al
custoner to negotiate a rate sonewhere between the utility’s
mar gi nal cost and average cost, thereby maxim zing the industri al
custoner’s contribution to the utility's fixed costs. GCeneral
Al um suggests (Brief of General Alumat 15-16) that the
Comm ssion order the District to engage in good faith
negotiations with General Alumand, if the negotiations are
successful and the results acceptable to the Comm ssion, increase
the rates to the other custoners by suppl enental order.

Ceneral Alumis properly concerned about the rates it
will be charged for its water purchases. This is also true of
t he other custoners on the system many of whom may have
alternatives for water supply. The District nust assune that any
custoner mght | eave the systemif the rates exceed the cost of
the custoner’s alternative supplies or make it inpossible for
themto conpete. The District may wi sh to consider a contract
rate for certain custoners but should do so only after
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considering the custoner's justification for special treatnent
along with the potential inpact on other custoners.

We note that although M. Harnon asserts (Tr. C- 144)
that General Alumis sensitive to its costs, he provides no
evi dence that the cost of the water purchased fromthe District
is a significant factor in the Conpany’ s operating costs. The
Conmpany woul d al so have to provide nore substantial evidence than
a proposal to evaluate a potential groundwater supply (G A Exh.
15) to denonstrate that it has a viable alternative sufficient to
make a contract rate in the best interest of the other
rat epayers.

Should the District consider a contract rate with
General Alum it nust carefully evaluate its variable cost and
its marginal cost. The marginal cost may be equal to the
vari able cost or it mght be higher than the average cost. For
exanpl e, before General Alumelimnated its |leak, the District
was operating very close to its maxi num capacity. The margi na
cost at that tinme probably would have included costs associ at ed
wi th devel opi ng anot her source of supply and connecting it to the
di stribution system

On this record, we will not order the District to enter
into negotiations with General Al um because we do not believe it
to be in the best interest of the District’s custoners at this
ti me based upon the rate changes approved in this Oder. 1In
eval uating the need to enter into a special rate contract with
Ceneral Alum (or any other custoner) in the future, the District
shoul d i ndependently eval uate the econom ¢ and techni cal
feasibility of any alternative water supply and, given the
totality of circunstances, the |ikelihood of General Al um
pursui ng such a course. |If a technically feasible alternative
supply woul d cost less than continuing service fromthe District,
and it appears likely that the custoner will pursue the
alternative, the District should consider negotiating a speci al
rate contract. In negotiating a special rate, however, the
District nust ensure that the rate exceeds its margi nal costs.

IV. CONCLUSION
Accordi ngly, we

ORDER

1. That the Searsport Water District's annual revenue
requi renent is $536, 962. 00;
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2. That the Searsport Water District shall develop a plan
to use the proceeds and interest inconme fromthe Stockton Springs
fire protection buy-out in gradually reduced anobunts over a
12-year period;

3. That the Searsport Water District shall increase rates
to all its custonmers to recover any revenue deficiency due to the
buy-out (remaining after application of the buy-out proceeds and
interest incone) in the same proportions as those custoners
contributed to the District's revenues before the buy-out
occurred. Accordingly, the Town of Searsport's public fire
protection charge shall be $109, 020 plus 22.64% of any revenue
deficiency due to the buy-out remaining after application of
buy-out proceeds and interest incong;

4. That the Searsport Water District's proposals to adopt a
600 cubic foot mninmum all owance and elimnate its declining
bl ock rate structure are not approved. Any revenue deficiency
fromnetered custoners due to both the buy-out and reduced
consunption (remaining after application of the buy-out proceeds
and interest incone) shall be recovered through an
across-the-board rate increase to those custoners;

5. That the Searsport Water District shall inplenent an
aggressive | eak detection programand file reports on that
programw th the Conm ssion until the unaccounted-for water rate
is reduced to bel ow 15% and

6. That the Searsport Water District shall file anmended
rates in conpliance with this O der.

Dat ed at Augusta, Maine this 23rd day of July, 1998.

BY ORDER OF THE COWM SS| ON

Dennis L. Keschl
Adm ni strative Director

Comm ssi oners Voting For: Welch
Nugent
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EXHIBIT A
$ 534,614 Pro Forma Revenue
- 1, 000 | ncome from Merchandi sing & j obbi ng
533, 614 Revenue from Rates
Pl us Revenue from buy-out
- 52,000 Lost Revenues from buy- out
481, 614 Revenue from all Renai ni ng
Rat e payers
-109, 020 Revenue from Searsport Public Fire

Pr ot ecti on

$ 372,594 Revenue from Non-public Fire
Protection Custoners

109, 020 x 52,000 - 23,000 = $6,565 Audit from Searsport
481, 614

372,594 x 29,000 = 22,435 Additional from O her
481, 614 Non-public Fire Protection
Cust oner s



Order (Part 2) - 14 - Docket No. 97-793

NOTI CE OF RI GHTS TO REVI EW OR APPEAL

5 MR S. A 8 9061 requires the Public Utilities Comm ssion
to give each party to an adjudi catory proceeding witten notice
of the party's rights to review or appeal of its decision nade at
t he concl usion of the adjudicatory proceeding. The nethods of
revi ew or appeal of PUC decisions at the conclusion of an
adj udi catory proceeding are as foll ows:

1. Reconsi deration of the Comm ssion's Order nay be
request ed under Section 1004 of the Comm ssion's Rul es of
Practice and Procedure (65-407 C MR 110) within 20 days of
the date of the Oder by filing a petition with the

Commi ssion stating the grounds upon which reconsideration is
sought.

2. Appeal of a final decision of the Conm ssion nay be
taken to the Law Court by filing, within 30 days of the date
of the Order, a Notice of Appeal wth the Adm nistrative
Director of the Comm ssion, pursuant to 35-A MR S. A § 1320
(1)-(4) and the Maine Rules of Cvil Procedure, Rule 73 et
seq.

3. Addi tional court review of constitutional issues or

i ssues involving the justness or reasonabl eness of rates may
be had by the filing of an appeal with the Law Court,
pursuant to 35-A MR S. A § 1320 (5).

Not e: The attachnent of this Notice to a docunent does not
indicate the Commi ssion's view that the particul ar docunent
may be subject to review or appeal. Simlarly, the failure
of the Comm ssion to attach a copy of this Notice to a
docunent does not indicate the Comm ssion's view that the
docunent is not subject to review or appeal.



